
NO FURTHER ACTION DETERMINATION 

The U. S. Department of Energy, U. S. Environmental Protection Agency-Region 
10, and the State of Idaho have completed a review of the referenced 
information for7tiCoul-&) hazardous site, as it pertains to the INEL 
Federal Facility Agreement of J&zz, f+?/ Based on this review, the 
Parties have determined that no f&her action for'purposes of investigation 
or study is justified. This decision is subject to review at the time of 
issuance of the Record of Decision. 

Brief Summary of the basis for no further action: 

References: 

DOE Project Manager & e//3/v / 
/ V ' date 

EPA Project Manager 

IDAHO Project Manager 



DECISION DOCDMBNTATION COVER SHEET 

prepared in accordance with 

GUIDANCE FOR ASSESSING 
LOW PROBABILITY HAZARD SITES 

AT THE INBL 

I 

Site Aaarrint~inn: Paint Shop Ditch _____ -__-_--. - --~~- 

Site ID: COCA Unit TRA-02 

Operable Unit: OU-1A 

I I. SUMMARY - Physical description of the site: 

I 

The TRA-02 Paint Shop Ditch is located adjacent to the west end of 
the maintenance and storage building (TRA-662) at the Test Reactor 
Area (TRA). The unit is situated around a ditch which was 
originally constructed to provide for storm water run-off along r.vt.2*^.=: -L nTT^-..^ 

I 
"ll.LC.sLL5111 n*Sllur. 

The TRA-02 Paint Shop Ditch is located on alluvial sediments 
composed of layered sands and gravels that are poorly sorted and 
contains little fine graiped materials. The alluvial layer in the 
vicinity of the Paint Shop Ditch extends down to a depth of 47 feet 
to basalt. There is typically no free standing water in the ditch 
due to the permeability of these alluvial materials and the 
semiarid climate at the Idaho National Engineering Laboratory 
ITNTT., ~ ̂  ̂  . - I , . 

Waste was generated and disposed at the TRA-02 Paint Shop Ditch as 
part of operations of the paint shop located the west section of 
building TRA-662 presently used for maintenance and storage. The 
TRA-02 Paint Shop Ditch was used for disposai of paint wastes from 
1957 to 1982. Paint shop personnel disposed waste solvents used to 
clean painting equipment in the ditch immediately adjacent to 
Whitefish Avenue. 

I 

Laboratory analysis of samples at the TRA-02 Paint Shop Ditch 
indicate that only minor migration of contaminants occurred during 
paint shop operations. Analytical data from representative samples 
collected at the site indicate that constituent soil concentrations =- ALL ---- 





DECISION RECOMMENDATION see 6.2.2; Fig 7 

II. SDMMARY - Qualitative Assessment of Risk: . II 

I The level of reliability of the information collected is high, and 
the qualitative assessment of risk is low. 

III. SUMMARY - Consequences of Error: 

If no further action is taken and undetected hazardous constituents 
exist at the unit there may be the potential for exposure of 
individuals digging in the area to increased levels of constituents 
described in this report. Analysis of Laboratory samples have 
indicated that overall soil concentrations have not increased 
significantly as a result of disposal of paint wastes at the TRA-02 
Paint Shop Ditch. Solidified paint residue were redistributed 
throughout an estimated volume of 259 m3 of soil. This is an --L~emmmL- --L--.I-* -^-L-1- esr;unace Of the marerlar Which WaS disturbed aiid iitay L;UIIL~III 
solidified paint residue. 

IV. SDMMARY - Other Decision Drivers: 

I 

There are no other decision drivers for this unit. 

I Recommended action: 
II 

The TRA-02 Paint Shop Ditch should be reclassified to "no action" 
status and removed from the universe of solid waste management 
units. Analytical resuits from representative samgies confirm that 
the unit presents no hazard above acceptable levels of risk or 
contains hazardous constituents in concentrations above nationally 
regulated levels. Further action on this unit would require 
expenditure of funds that could be dedicated to remediation of 
other units where a higher return in environmental benefits would 

I be realized. 



lHSTi?“CiiONS FOR OEClStON RECOMMENDATION PSE page L 

II. SUMMARY - Oualitarive Assessment of Risk: Sumrize the approximare qualitative risk Ccol 81 and ihe Levei 
of reliabiliry in rhe informrim used to derive the qualirarive risk Ccol 9). Based an chose wo 
facrors, use the quaiirarive risk and reiiabiiiry evatuarion table and record me suggesr~d aciicn. 
Consider The information garnered by cMnpiering the P~~cess~Uas~e and mntaminanc Vorksheers and :lie 
recmm-dacion from the Pualitative Risk and Reliabiliry Evaluation Table in terms oi the quatiracive 
risk involved ar this particular sire. Sumarize the conclusions clearly and succinctly. 

1 II. SUMMARY _ Co”seq”e”ces of Error: By answering :he follouing questions, smarize the consequences of 
maring either a faise pasirive or a faire negative error. Tn~s quesrion requires serious inougnt in 
considering the consequences of incorrecr decisions. AL several points in the process, careiully 
considered evaiuarians arc required. This quescian is one of those. 
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1NSTRUCTIONS FOR PROCESS,U*STE VORKSHEiT page 12 
co, I: Complere question sheers 1 8 2 then List the processes associated with :his sire. If mare rocm is 

needed (i.e., there are mwe than 3 processes) use amther sheet and clearly number the conraminant 
,wnrk*beet ^=I~^ ?“,--. 50x cxay!e: of pio:^3*i* a;;: paian: **hop, iiiriapz :zci: ity, *aaLE “VU 
consrrucrian sire, machine shop. Knouing the processes rhat have historically been associated vith a 
site provides clues for determining what ware streams to Look far and what hazardous 
compnenrs/rubsiances to expect. ihe rabies in Appendix A cansriture one useful source of information. 

CC! 2: F”? the p<‘rpses of this d=cLKenr, Yiste cm be .J.“ridered :D be my ~a:eria!/s~br:ance :‘.a: is 
deposited at the site, such as construction rubble, spilled diesel fuel, .aastevarer from a process, 
spenr fuel pellecsl etc. Describe the uasre frcm the process and describe the handling procedures for 
that waste. For ~nslance, the Waite at the BORAX frash dump is consrructianldemoiition cubbie and 
reports indicate that workers hand sorted the rubble to separare different marerials. During the 
demolition it was noticed That some of the consrrucfion debris contained asbestos and the handling 
prncedure* gere ;mprnpriate!y mrulifierl. ihi* jgn!ie* TX” chin”*: ,jr the ga*ce yz* “Cl rad[al<rjve i,q 
nature ad (2) the wasre has asbestos as a hazardous componenr. Table 3 in Section 4 represents one 
useful source of information for idenrifying waste. Others include any sumnary assessments rhar may 
be in draft form and faciLirv SOPS. 

co, 3: Far the purpose of fhis documenr; an artifacr is any m-n-made phyeicai manifeararion of conraminanr 
disposa6, such as stained ground, :urn marks, dir? piLes, and rubble he;pr. pi *cr”cIure is any 
consrrucred edifice, such as a ue!i, a lagoon, a piping system, a building, and a fence. Kncuiedge of 
the existence and Location of existing structures and artifacrs heips to idenrify possible sources, 
indicates possible concaminanfs, and guides rhe search far further informarion. If rhere are more than 
three ariifacrs/strucrures associated with a parricular site, then use additional farms (or use the 
eiec:ronic version) and cieariv indicate which process is associated with the artifacts. 



-e--- ----m 
CONTAMINANT WORKSHEET 

-- 
page 13 

SITE ID PAINT SHOP DITCH TM-02 
PROCESS tcol 1.1 PAINT SHOP WASTE ,col 2) PAINT WASTE 

1-m-- -- 
co1 4 co, 5 co, 6 
What )movn,pote"fial hazardous *"bsta"c- 

co1 7 
Potential Io"rce5 assxiaced vit!n Known,est.inated *is!< ba*ed 

e.,con.Lit"ent* are associated with this Yalite this ha.rardous material 
or process? 

Conceniriltion conaentration 
of hazartlo"s 
*"bSt?.nCt?S, 
constituent. 

("g/kg, hg/kg) 
m--m 
Chromium-(VI) 

m- 
Contaminated Soil 3.00E:+Ol 6.80E+OO 

Mercury Y 4.00%02 3.40EtOl 

Nickel 2.22E+ol 2.273+03 

Silver II 4.88E:+OO 3.06Et02 

Thallium 1.951:+01 3..17E-01 

Vanadium II 4.45Ec+Ol 1.89E+O3 

Zinc 7.83E+Ol 3.63E+03 

Acetone II ND, DL= l.l3E+OO 
l.OOE:-02 

Toluene II ND, DL= 2.27E+02 
5.001<-03 

1.1.1 Trichloroethane ND, DL= 4.59E+Ol 
5.0011-03 

1.1.2 Trichloroethane II ND, DL= 4.56E-03 
5.0015-03 

Trichloroethylene II ND, DL= 9.47E-02 

- 
5.0015-03 



--w- m--- 
CONTAMINANT WORKSHEET 

m--- 

SITE: ID PAINT SHOP DITCH 
page 13a 

PROCESS ,COl 1) PAINT SHOP WASTE i:col ZIBNT WASTIZS 
-wm- co, 4 m- co1 5 what knom,potentia,, hazardous 'mbstanc- co1 6 co1 7 COl 8 co1 9 Potenti,.l source5 a*soCiated with K"OW",~*ti.~td es,constituents are! associated with rtlir waste Risk based this hazlardous Raterial clualitative Overall 
or p'Oces*? co"cenrra~:io" concentration risk ass- reliability Of hazardous <!Ssnle"t ,Hi,Hd,LO~ *"b*ta"CeS, ,:Hi,"ed,Lo, cons.LiLue,nt. Iy-m- I 
Tetrachloroet~,ylene 

m- 
Contaminated Soil ND, DL= 5.12E-02 LOW - HIGH 

5.00E-03 
Xylene II ND, DL= 5.673+03 LOW HIGH 

5.00E-03 
Aroclor-1254 * 5.90E-02 3.37E-02 MED LOW 

Aroclor-1260 II 1.70E-02 3.37E-02 LOW LOW 

- 



IN*TR”CTIONS FOR CONTAIYIHANT VORKWEET page 14 

Ge~neral: Notice that this ~worksheet is associated with one proce:ss ad one uaste. Each contaminant is treated independentIy. 

Cal 4: ldcntify the know e,nd potential hazardous substances or constituents that are associated with tile waste. Far instance. benzene is typicalty a 
hazardous component of diesel fuel and asbestos is ccmmnly a hazardous component of building rubble. Table 3 in Section 4 is otx source of 
information that anay be helpful. 

Cal 5: Corrplete question rhscets 3, 4 F. 5,. Question sheet 3 will help to identify evidence that there has been a migra!:ion of waste components. If there 
is evidence of migration, question 4 helps tmo evaluate th,e existence/non-existence of B source. Saw? exaar+~le!; of sourc~~ti we contaninat:ed soil, 
contfiminated perched water zones, and contiaminated airt#orne dust. lluestion 5 er,amines the e,lttent and distribution of contamination at the 
saurt~e. If there is no source, question 5 is not applicable. 

Cal 6: Cwplel:e question sheets 6 8 7. Question 6 uiII provide the volumetric measure of the source, 
hazardous substance thought to be at the source. 

and guestion 7 ui II provide the quantity of 
The rwtio (amt of contaminant I ,volune of source) Hill give an estimate of the concentration 

of th,e hazardous :rubstance. If there exist: analytical data, a conservative sample analysis may be used to estimate the concentration. For 
sample analyses with concentrations belou detection Limits, write ‘ND’ <not detected) and the detection twel. Be sure to include units. 

Co\ 7: Risk assessment professional(s) wit\ provide an estimate of the concentration of the hazardous s,ubstance necessary to pose a risk > lO+ under 
the relevant scenarios similar to the example below in Table D-l. Th,e lowest concentration in Table D-l is 1.35EtW. and vould be er~tercd in 
co, 7. 

Cal 8: Complete Question sh’:et 8. Ccmpare the concentration in Co1 6 with the concentration in co! 7. There are now tuo important pieces of information 
availebte: the rvtio of know concentration vs risk based concentration and the presence or absence of the contaminant in the source tcdoy. 
gasecl on these two pieces of information, evaluate the risk as Lou, mediun or high. 
this point there iare no rigorous analytical techniques wailable to ,measure the risk. 

Recall that this is ?I WulTATlYE risk anotysis, so at 

Cal 9: An estimate of the retiabiiity was made ar the eight question sheets !iere being completed. Consider the aggregate of the information in 
canjwctian with the current presence or obs,encc of hazardous substances and assign an ovcrnlI reliability of high, medium or Lou. (es1 6 high, 
2 medim and 0 lotr uould imply high overall confidence ,in the qualitative esscssment.) 

Table O-1. EXAHPLE xmnary of risk-based roil screening conccntra~tions for boritnn 



i 

HIGHLY 
UH- 
RELIABLE 

HIGHLY 
RF, T.tLRI F ._---..--- 

-eliability 

. . --.--.,- _-^.s . .._ --. - .--. --., -., . . .._ - _^.. -.-. - 

ALllAllVt Kl>K ANU KtLlAtSlLlIY tVALUAllUN IAMLt 

QUALITATIVE RISK 



INSTRUCTIONS FOR PUALiTATlYE RISK AND RELlABlLITl EVALUATlCH TI\BLE page 16 

Horizoncal Axis: The horizontal axis represents the quaiitarive risk assessment in terms of a canrinwm from 
High to Low. High means that rhe concentration estimated in Cal 6 is significantly higher than the 
-!.,. L--.2 ..--.-_--_:-- II,% YCIac-4 G"IILST1,1~LIVII LaLCUI~LN in io: 7. ..I.~.,._.> L"" 1115a11> lild, Ll3.G LY"L~ll~l~aLIUrl rSciiilaiCO in ioi 6 is 
significantly touer than the risk based concentration calculated in Cal 7. Draw a vertical 'squiggly, 
Line (0~ saw other representation) for EACH contaminant of concern Lisred in CoL 4 and clearly 
identify the contaminant associatec with the Line. (The purpose ai a 'squigg(yv Line rarher than a 
straight line is to emphasize the cualitative nature of the chart.) 

,,__.:_-I .-:__ 1.2 LILaI n*,ai ihe vci?iia: li?S ,q,,S>FllL, :he oveia:: :cie: Of _______-__ --,2_L!li_. --, ._.2 rcl,aolL,L~ LeLLYIaLcu in coi 9. "16/1 a ^.... 
horirontai 'squiggly' line (or some other representation) for EACH contaminant iisred in Coi 4 and 
clearly identify the contaminant associated uith the line. (The purpose of a 'squigg(ya Line rarher 
than a straight line is to emphasize the qualitative nature of the charr.) 

The intersections of the iine pairs for each contaminant Hill provide an initial recommendation pertinent to 
es& con:a,%inan:. The -,,---I 1 .irc,,....,i-iili.,, ^i -.,,- ^ f;; a ji;; *i!{ con;f;; cf sere;a{ ^*i"^ -4 y,cI~,. ',~',,cL,~ll.l., p,..w,c 
Lines, each with an initial recommendation. 

r'I.- II 
The interaction and significance of these initial 

reccmwndations uiL1 heLp to determine an initial recomnendatian for the site. This recomnendacion 
uiil be s-riled in il. SUMMARY aualiracive Assessment of Risk. 



TRACK 1 EVALUATION FOR THE TEST REACTOR AREA (TRA) PAINT SHOP DITCH 

A track i assessment was conducted to establish risk-based soil 

screening concentrations to evaluate potential hazardous contaminants at the 

TRA paint shop ditch. The calculation of the soil screening concentration was 
I , I L .-:-II 7 -..-, _^ r,.rnn+;nn oasea on a ~arge~ rusk I~YGI rcp15JCII*IIIY a llVLUIY YU-*,-..l h37.Jb-A nlln+innt of one or a cancer 

risk of l.OE-06. The following were identified as potential contaminants at 

the TRA paint shop ditch: calcium, chromium (VI), cobalt, lead, mercury, 

n1rrte1, silver, sodium, thallium, vanadjum, zinc, tnlllene. nerchloroethylene __.__.._, r-. .~.. ~~ 

(tetrachloroethylene), trichloroethylene, l,l,l-trichloroethane, 1,1,2- 

trichloroethane, acetone, xylenes, aroclor-1254, and aroclor-1260. Several 

contaminants (calcium, cobalt, .___, -.._ leads 2nd sodium) were not included in the 

determination of soil screening concentrations because of the lack of toxicity 

data that is needed to perform the calculations. 

Summary tables of risk-based soil screening concentrations for each 

evaluated contaminant are attached. Four pathways were evaluated: ingestion 

of so!!, inhalation of fugitive dust, inhalation of volatiles, and ingestion 

of groundwater. Soil levels were calculated for occupational and residential 

scenarios, as applicable to the receptor scenario. The ingestion of 

nrn~~nriwater pathway provided the most significant risk (lowest risk-based 2' --..--.---. 
screening concentration) for all contaminants, with the exception of vanadium. 

The most significant pathway for vanadium was the ingestion of soil. 



SUMMARY TABLE 01: RISK-BASED SOIL SCREENING CONCENTRATIONS FOR 
‘IRA PAINT SHOP DITCH FOR NICKEL 

Exposure 
=I-- - -----L 

Olccupational Residential 
= - 

NA = Not Applicable. 
= Calculation lnot performed because of no published toxicity value. 

Shaded bmox = Lowest risk-biased soil concentrations. 



SUMMARY TABLE OF RISK-BASED SOIL SCREENING CONCENTRATIONS FOR 
TRA PAINT SHOP DITCH FOR MERClJRY 

= = 

Inhalation of 
Fugitive Dust 1 -- ! 2.02EtOIi ! --. 1 1.46Et05 _ 

Inhalation of 
Volatiles 

Groundwater II Inaestion I 

NA = Not Applicable. 
-- = Calculation not perforlmed because of no published toxicity value. 
Shaded box = Lowest risk-based soil Iconcentrations. 



S,,,,,,.,ARY TABLE OF RISK-BASED SOIL SCREENING CONCENTRATIONS FOR 
TRA I'AINT SHOF' DITCH FOR CHROMIUM-(VI) 

~s~~~~~~~~~~~ 

-- 

~-::~-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

NA = Not Applicable. 
__ = Calculation not performed because of no wblished toxicity value. 
Shaded box = Lowest risk-based Soil ConCentra’tiOnS. 



SUMMARY TABLE OF RISK-BASED SOIL XREENING CONCENTRATIONS FOR 
TRA PAINT SHOP DITCIH FOR SILVER 

NA = Not Applicable. 
= Calculation not perforlmed because of no published toxicity value. 

Shaded box = Lowest risk-based soil (concentrations. 



SUMMARY TABLE OF RISK-BASED SOIL S'CREENING CONCENTRATIONS FOR 
TRA PAINT SHOP DITCH FOR THALILIUM 

Exposure 

:s~~~~~~~~~~~ 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~,.; .,.; ;_.~ ..~........,., /i:; i ,.., .A? 

NA = Not Applicable. 
-. = Calculation not performed because of no ipublished toxicity value. 
Shaded box = Lowest risk-based soil concentwtions. 



L Exposure r Pathways 

L Soil Ingestion 

Il- Inhalation of 
Fugitive Dust 

II Inhalation of 
Volatiles 

Groundwater 
Ingestion I :- 

SUMMARY TABLE OF RISK-BASE!D SOIL SCREENING CONCENTRATIONS FOR 
TRA PAINT SHOP DITCH FOR VANADIUM 

Soil Concentration 
at IF-06 Risk 

Scenarilos - 
Occupational Residential 

- 

7 

Soil Concentration S,oil Concentration Soil Coocentration 
at lE-06 Risk at HO = 1 

(ms/lL @g/kg) 

1.40Et04 

-t 

:= 

i:::: 
~,:/ 

:~:. 
:$// 

:- 

NA - 

NA = I - 
__ 

-+ 

__ 

NA 

-+ 

NA 

NA = Not I\pplicable. 
.__ = Calculation not performed because of no plublished toxicity value. 
IShaded box = Lowest risk-based soil concentrations. 

NA 

7.93Et03 = 



SUMMARY TABLE OF RISK-BASED SOIL SCREENING CONCENTRATIONS FOR 
TRA PAINT SHOP DITCH FOR ZINC 

Scenarios 
1 

11 Fuaitive Due' ' I I I 

NA = Not Applicable. 
__ = Calculation nlot performed because of no published toxicity value. 
Shaded box = Lowest risk-based soil concentrations. 



SUMMARY TABLE OF RISK-BASED SOIL SCREENING CDNCENTRAT'IONS* FOR 
TRA PAINT SHOP DITCH FOR ACETONE 

Scenarilos 

= Exposure 

Pathways 

- 
_ Soil Ingestion 

Inhalation of 
_ Fugitive Dust 

Inhalation of 

1 1; / '.""I'"" ( ;I 1 "'"I'"' I 

- 
Groundwater 

= 

ilk = No credit for chemical degradation was taken. 
NA = Not I\pplicable. 
.._ = Calculation not performed because of no published toxicity value. 
ljhaded box = Lowest risk-based soil concentrations. 



SUMMARY TABLE OF RISK-BASED SOIL SCREENING CONCENTRATIONS* FOR 
TRA PAINT S'HOP DITCH FOR TOLUENE 

_ Fugitiv,e Dust 

>C = No credit .ior chemical degradation was taken. 
NA = Not Applicable. 

= Calculation not performed because of no published toxicity value. 
Shaded box = Lowest risk-based soil concentrations. 



SUMMARY TABLE OF RISK-BASED SOIL SCREENING CONCENTRATIONS* FOR 
TRA PAINT SHOP DITCH FOR l,l.,l-TRICHLOROETHANE 

Volat'iles - 
Groundwater 

Inaestion 

* = No credit for chemical degradation was taken. 
NA = Not Applicable. 
-.- = Calculation not performed because of no published toxicity ,value. 
Shaded box = Lowest; risk-based soil concentrations. 



SUMMARY TABLE OF RISK-BASE:D SOIL SCREENING CONCENTRATIONS* FOR 
TRA PAINT SHOP DITCH FOR 1,1,2-TRICHLOROETHANE 

Inhal ation of 
- Volat~ilPs I 1 .75F+llT I __ I 1 1 fiI-+n7 

L -- 
* = No credit for chemical degradation was taken. 
NA = Not Applicable. 
__ = Calculation not perforimed because of no published toxicity value. 
Shaded box = Lowest risk-based soil lconcentra-tions. 



SUMMARY TABLE OF RISK-BASED SOIL SCREENING CONCENTRATIONS* FOR 
TRA PAINT SHOP TJITCH FOR TRICHLOROETHYLENE 

Volatiles - 
Groundwater 

= Ingestion = 

‘t = No credit for chemical degradation was taken. 
INA = Not Applicable. 
__ = Calclulation not performed because of no published toxicity value. 
Shaded bo,x = Lowest risk-based soil concentrations. 



SUMMARY TABLE OF RISK-BASED SOIL SCIREENING CONCENTRATlIONS* FOR 
TRA PAINT SHOP DITCH FOR PERCHLOROETldYLENE (TI.TRACHLOROETHYLENE] 

[ Exposure F Occupational 7' Residential 4 

Pathways Soil Concentration 
at lli-06 Risk 

1 - - 

- Soil Ingestion - 
Inhalation of 

- Fugitivle Dust - 
Inhalation of 

Volatiles - - 
Groundlrater 

= Ingestion = i - 

__ 
NA 

ik = No credit for chemical degradation was taken. 
NA = Not Applicable. 
.._ = Calculation not performed because of no published toxicity value 
ljhaded box = Lowest risk-based soil concentrations. 



SUMMARY TABLE OF RISK-BASED SOIL SCREENING CONCENTRATIONS* FOR 
TIRA PAINT !jHOP DITCH FOR XYLENE 

~~~~~~~~~~~ ,,,: ....... :;, ,..., .,.,......... ,..~ ,... ::::.:. 

:~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~:~~~~~~,~~,o~~~~~~~~~~~~~, 

ic = No credit for chemical degradation was taken. 
NA = Not Applicable. 
..- = Calculation not performed because of no published toxicity value. 
!jhaded box = Lowest risk-based soil concentrations. 



SUMMARY TABLE OF RISK-BASED SOIL SCREENING CONCENTRATIONS* FOR 
TRA PAINT SHOP DITCH FOR AROCLOR-1254 (PCBs) 

~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
~i,i~~~~ii~:,1_3- .:37~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

* = No credit for chemical degradation was taken. 
NA = Not Applicable. 
__ = Calculation not performed because of no Ipublished toxicity value. 
Shaded box = Lowest risk-based soil 'concentrations. 



SUMMARY TABLE OF RISK-BASED SOIL SCREENING CONCENTRATIONS* FOR 
TRA PAINT SHOP DITCH FOR AROCLOR-12:60 (PCBs) 

:s~; ~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - * = No credit for chemical degradation was taken. 
NA = Not Applicable. 
__ = Calculation not performed because of no published toxicity value. 
Shaded box = Lowest risk-based soil concentrations. 



Question 1. What are the waste generation process locations and dates of 
operation associated with this site? 

I 

Block 1 Answer : 

Waste was generated at the TRA-02 Paint Shop Ditch as part of the operations of 
the paint shop located in TRA-662 from 1957 to 1982'. The area of concern at the 
TM-02 Paint Shop Ditch is a ditch which was constructed for stormwater run-off 
immediately adjacent to Whitefish Avenue (see attached map). 

The Paint Shop Ditch (TRA-02) is located in the Test Reactor Area (TRA) 
immediately adjacent to the west end of building TP.A-662. The west section of 
x...i,rli..- mox~rc? ..I_^ .._^ rl F^.- YUIIUI1.g I‘--"YI I‘._ U3.G" ,."A a paint shap LL"‘,, 122, F-^... 1oc7 ta 1oc17 I,"‘,. ThS paint ShGp ix 
TM-662 was used for 3 purposes'. (1) It was a base of operations for painters 
at TP.A where paint and equipment was stored. Painters would collect equipment 
and paint at TRA-662 and go to assigned areas where paint operations were 
conducted. (2) The paint shop area itself was used to paint items such as 
cabinets, motors, pumps, and iron parts. (3) The gravel area between TRA-662 
and Whitefish Avenue was used to paint larger items such as iron beams. 

The types of paints used at the paint shop were lead-based enamels, zinc- 
chromate primers, high temperature paints and to a lesser extent latex*. 
Solvents used at the paint shop included mineral spirits, xylene, toluene and 
__^I_^..^ ~LCSL"‘IS. The refereiiee to LI-I. + ̂ --^-- e ..-^ ..-:..+ "Isj" LS"lpSLaC"Lr pcLI"c ia of interest in asae3sir,g 
the source of waste products at the TRA-02 Paint Shop Ditch since the this type 
of paint may contain polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB)"~". 

Waste in the paint shop was generated as follows: 

Cleaninq of Eauiument: 1957 to 1982 

Paint waste thinners and solvents were generated. Paint shop personnel cleaned 
brushes, spray painting and other painting equipment in TRA-662. 

~~~~~ TV Container~s : i957 to i982 

hnpty and partially empty paint and solvent cans were generated as waste, 
estimated at 20-l gallon paint cans/month and 2-5 gallon solvent cans/month. 

Paint Oversorav: 1957 to 1982 

Paint shop personnel spray painted large iron beams and other large items with 
zinc-chromate primer paints. Items too large to fit into the paint shop were 
painted outside on the gravel and driveway. Paint overspray from these 
operations generated waste. 

How reliable is/are the information source/s? X High- Med- LO" lchect OneI 
Explain the reasoning behind this evaluation. 

The information related to the location of the paint shop and the generation of 
paint wastes is supported by a former paint shop employee who performed waste 
generation and observed operation at this location. This information is 
therefore, considered reliable. 

The period of operation was taken from the Installation Assessment Report. 



l&C. I Has this INFORMATION been confirmed?&Yes _ No mesir one~ page 17a 
If so, describe the confirmation. 

The location of the paint shop in this building and the generation of waste at 
the pant shop is confirmed by a former paint shop empioyee". 

Bloc* 4 Sources of Information: (check appropriate box/es h Iwmber lource/s~ 
i 

4 



INSTRUCTIOHS FOR WESTlOH 1 page 18 

Btcck 1: idenrify the haste generation process Locations thal are associared with this sire. One useful source 
for this information is Appendix A. A refueling facility 1.5 miies northeasr of TAN, operating from 
,968 to ,976 !dO"Ld be an ample of a waste generation process. 

gLock 2: Consider the information swrces that were used 10 identify the ware generation process locations and 
evaluate your sense of their credibility. Do you feel confidenr that the information is correcr? Are 
you really unsure about the merit* of the source? Are there so many irdependenr sources of information 
thar. even though any one of them my nor be really convincing, together they are believable? Once an 
evaluation has been made (high, medim or iou), carefuLLy explain the reasoning ~hal Led to the 
evakuarion. 

9Lcck 3: ore there several independent sources of information rhar supparr the ?.ame conclusion? If so, describe 
them. 

Block 4: Check each appropriare box. As a box is checked, write the nLanber of the swrce reference on rhe 
associated Line. (Be swe to List aii references in ihe REFEREWES secrion.1 This section is designed 
to serve as a "sanity check?' for BLock 2. If there are seven different swrce~ of information all 
irdicaring rhe same findings, then the reliabiliry should be 'high' unless there are quaiifyins 
circunsfances. Seven different sources supporting several differenr conclusions probably indicates low 
reliability, unless there are ocher, overriding facrors. A single source of infarmarion cauLd offer 
nlgn reiiabiiity, OepeMing on rhar source. NO fornuia exists for evaiuaring confidence in this 
quaiitative analysis, so carefuliy analyze rhe sources indicarecl in BLack 4 with respecr to the 
assess,wnt of gLock 2. Re-evaluare the reliabiiiry a~.essmenl of BLocC 2 if necessary. 



I Question 2. What are the disposal process locations and dates of operation 
associated with this site? How was the waste disposed? 

II 

u.as* t Answer: 

Disposal of waste occurred at the paint shop as personnel disposed of paint 
solvents, paint thinners, cans, rags and paint overspray as follows: 

Period of Disposal: 1957 - 1982 

Paint waste thinners and solvents were disposed in the ditch immediately 
adjacent to Whitefish Avenue. The ditch is connected under the driveway to 
TFP.-6F;2 by d r7,l"ert~ _- ___-. nisnnaa 1 nf paint Wastes OCCurred in this ditch on F.--- .- 
both sides of the driveway. The size of the disposal area is estimated at 
3 meter by 5 meter areas on each side of the driveway adjacent to Whitefish 
Avenue. 

Solids in the waste dried in place and solidified in the ditch. Solidified 
soil and paint wastes were removed and disposed in dumpsters by paint shop 
personnel and TPJ. yardmen. The amount of solids removed from the ditch is 
estimated at 8 to 10 lbs of solidified soil and paint waste twice every 
years. 

Disposal of paint cans, thinner cans, rags and solidified paint wastes were 
disposed of in dumpsters at TM. The contents of the dumpsters were taken 
to the CFA Landfill. 

Period of Disposal: 1957 - 1982 

Disposal of paint occurred just outside of TRA-662 on the gravel areas 
as painters oversprayed.' 

HOW reiiabie is/are the information sourceis?~ High -Med _ Low whesi:onej 
Explain the reasoning behind this evaluation. 

Information related to the actual location of disposal is 
reliable since it was given by an individual who performed and 
observed the waste disposal'. 

Information concerning disposal and final disposition of the 
waste cans and solidified paint wastes is considered reliable. 



slack 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? x Ye* _ No ,shes* one, page 19a 
If so, describe the confirmation. 

The location of disposal of paint wastes was confirmed in 1987 when paint 

I 

agglomerates were observed'. 



INSTRUCTIONS FOR CUESTlOIl 2 page 20 

BLock I: ldenrify the disposal process locarions that are associated with this site. One useful source far this 
information is Awrdix A. Describe the disposai procedures for this waste, 

BLack 2: Consider the information sources that were used to idenrify the uasre disposal process Locations and 
evaluate your sense of their credibility. Do you feei confident that the information is correct? Are 
you really unsure about the merits of the source? Are there so many independent sources of information 
that, even though any one of then may not be really convincing, together rhey are believable? once an 
evaluation has been made (high. medim or low). carefully explain the reasoning that Led to the 
evaluation. 

BLock 3: Are there several independent sources of information rhaf supporr the same conclusion? if so, describe 
them. 

Block L: Check each appropriate box. As a box is checked, write the nmber of rhe source reference on the 
associated Line. (Be sure to List ail references in the REFERENCES section.) This section is designed 
to serve as a "sanity check" for Stock 2. If there are seven different sources oi information all 
indicating the same findings, then rhe reiiabiliry should be 'high' unless there are qualifying 
CirCMlStanCW. Seven different SOWCFS supporting severa\ differenr conclusions probably indicates Low 
reliability, unless there are other, overriding factors. Only one source of infarmarian couid offer 
high reliability, depending on that source. NO formula exisrs far evaturing confidence in this 
quaiirarive analysis, so carefully analyze the sources indicar?d in *Lock 4 with respect to the 
assesment of Block 2. Re-evaluate The reliabiiity assessment of Block 2 if necessary. 
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page 21 

Question 3. Is there empirical, circumstantial or other evidence of migration? 
If so, what is it? 

s1os* 1 Answer : 

There is evidence that migration of potential contaminants occurred at the unit. 

Paint residue migrated along the ditch bottom 1 meter (3.3 feet) from the south 
end of the driveway culvert. Paint agglomerates were located within 1 meter 
from the south end of the driveway culvert and were randomly distributed in the 
ditch due to soil disturbances. The soil disturbances occurred in 1975 when a 
new water line was constructed through the unit and again in 1987 when a section 
cf the sme liE?e .VhiCh f**& TPul.-662 .g=s *xc=v=t*< 2p.d T-P,,.= i r.m-i --r-----. 

Migration of volatile organic compounds (VOC) was limited due to the fact that 
the waste was disposed of in small quantities over a 25 year period','. AlSO, 
migration of these VOC's in the arid climate at the INEL would have been limited 
due to rapid volatilization. 

The content of the waste was estimated in the Installation Assessment Report and 
consisted of 50% mineral spirits, 20% Xylene, 20% toluene, 5% acetone and 5% 
water". The volume of waste estimated in the Installation Assessment Report was 
10,400 liters for the period of operation from 1957 to 1982. This estimate was 
based np. 3p.e 55 g&lcp. (420 liter) dr?&T. per yp+r AicnncPri nf in the ditch, The 
imount of lead was estimated at 36 lbs (16.3 kg).---r---- -- --. ---- This estimate was based on 
the assumption that the waste contained 5% paint residue with a lead content of 
3% by weight'. Analytical data' from soil samples collected in 1990 indicate 
nondetections for these volatile organic compounds at the unit (see Appendix A 
for analyte list). 

The 1990 analytical data indicate the presence of aroclor 1254 (0.059 mg/kg, 
xvg) and aroclor 1260 (0.017 mg/kg, avg) at the unit. See attached map and 
table for locations and values. The data for PCBs was not validated since 
samples exceeded the required holding time for extraction' by 79 days. The data 
" ̂ ...^. I^_ --^ -,.1 : =L, .,""C"cL ULC LCLLUYAe since PC0 dc F&t --i-b'.* A---=,4- cr tr*nsform. I..L-'.LI ..-yL....- These deta 
indicate that PCBs did not migrate away from Paint Shop Ditch. PCS.? were 
discovered in the 1987 sampling activity. However these data are not 
representative of the soils at the Paint Shop Ditch since biased samples were 
collected in areas with visible contamination. Problems with field and 
laboratory QA/QC results and a lack of documentation outlining the sampling and 
analysis methodology makes accurate interpretation difficult. 

inorganic constituents were detected during 1990 in concentrations above the 
lackground levels recommended in table E-l sf the Track 1 guidance doc%ument'2. 

I?Q<L I page 
fow reliable is/are the information source/s? X High X Med _ Low cshec~ an*) 
3xplain the reasoning behind this evaluation. 

Phe information concerning the migration of potential contaminants is highly 
reliable since it is based on the observations of several individuals during 
lampling activities in 1987 
:he 1990 analytical data' are highly reliable because the samples are 
statistically representative of the site. Random and biased samples were 
xllected. Biased sample locations included those areas likely be contaminated. 

ledium reliability was assigned to the estimates of quantities disposed because 
:hey are based on hearsay. HOWeVer, these estimates are considered to be 
:onservative in determining the amount of waste discharged. 



Block 1 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? X Yes _ No ,shes!c one, page 2la 
If so, describe the confirmation. 

The migration of potential contaminants has been confirmed through several 
sources'. 

The analytical data has been confirmed through validation 

of 

No available information 
Anecdotal 
Historical process data 
Current process data 
Areai photographs 
Engineering drawings 
Unusual Occurrence Report 
Summary documents 
Facility SOPS 
OTHER 

~ . 



iHSTRUCilWS FOR WESTION 3 page 22 

Block 1: Evidence of migration may be anything from “...there wee some strange powder on the piant ieeves thee 
!dere dovnuind of those buiidi”gS,;. ~_ ~~~ ~~~~ vn to a renmaenrarive and cianiiir.n, .n.,vtir.i ri;lr;l ce, Given 
the resources avaiiable (e.g. repwrs, stories, photographs, erc,), your search for evidence shouid be 
rhorough. Don’t stop analyzing the results of a search uhen one piece of evidence is found. There may 
be several other pieces of evidence associated with the specific conraminant and process. While one 
piece of evidence may or may not be conclusive, several independent pieces of evidence supporring The 
same out~ane is probably conclusive. 

Block 2: Consider the informarion sources rhar were used to identify the waste generation process Locarions and 
evaluate your sense of their credibility. Do you feei confident that rhe information is correcr? ore 
you really unsure about the merits of the source? Are there so many independent sources of informsricn 
that, even though any one of them may not be really convincing. together they are believable? Once an 
evaluation has been made (high, mediun or Lou), carefully explain rhe reasoning that Led to the 
evaluation. 

BLock 3: Are there severei independent sources of information that support the same conclusion? if so, describe 
fhem. 

BLock I: Check each appropriate box. As a box is checked, write the number of the source reference on the 
associered Line. (Be sure 10 Lisc all references in the REFERENCES secTian. This section is designed 
to serve as a “sanity check” for iiock 2. [f there are seven differenr sources of information ali 
indicating the same findings, then the reiiaaiiity should be 8high* unless rhere are qualifying 
circuwcances. Seven different sources supporting several different conclusions probably indicates COY 
reliability, unless there are ocher, overriding factors. Only one source of informerion could offer 
high reiiabiliry, depending on that source. No forrmia exists for evaluating confidence in this 
qualirarive analysis, so carefully analyze rhe sources indicated in Block 4 with respecr to the 
assessment of BLock 2. Re-evaluate rhe reiiabiliry assessment of BLack 2 if necessary. 
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Question 3 

PCB Sample Data From 1990 

Sample Depth (ft) Aroclor 1254 Aroclor 1260 
w/kg w/kg 

101 2 0.060 0.010 

201 10 ND ND 

102 2 0.052 NE 

103 2 0.058 ND 

104 2 ND ND 

501 15 ND NC 

502 15 ND NC 

901 2 ND ND 

1001 10 ND No 

903 2 ND NE 

904 2 0.066 0.023 

1004 10 ND ND 



Question 3 

AVERAGE VALUES OF INORGANIC CONSTITUENTS 
FROM THE 1990 DATA 

AT THE 
PAINT SHOP DITCH 

II ::x:tL 1 ;eytf~e 1 ( 1 JampLrs ~;i;r ?$;r FE:;“’ 1 ~ZE” 
Calcium 32 6,010 84,200 24,588 15,700 

Chromium 32 18.3 39.3 30.1 21.2 

c-I__,* C"Y6LIL 32 2.6 14.6 ?.5 6.9 

Lead 32 7.2 75.7 15.8' 34.7 

MerCU?Zy 34 0.02 0.09 0.04" 0.05 

x,i ^L^, I"LL..SL 32 1E n A>." 30.6 22.0 21.0 

Silver 32 0.58 11.6 4.9 3.2 

Sodium 32 43.8 2,950 210 187 

Th?.lli*&T 32 13 .? 32.3 19.5 1?.2 

Vanadium 32 28.6 54.8 44.5 35.3 

Zinc 32 41.1 491 78.3" 85.2 

a. These values may be present in paint waste and are 
higher than recommended Track 1 guidance" background 
concentrations. 



I 

Question 4. Is there evidence that a source exists at this site? If so, list 
the *ource* and describe the evidence. 

There is evidence that a minor source exists at this unit due to the existence 
of paint agglomerates in the soil. 

HOWeVer, evidence of a contamination *ourc* was sought while sampling in 19902. 
Samples were collected from a borehole drilled to a depth of 47 feet to basalt 
at a biased location where process knowledge and previous data' indicated the 
most potential for contamination. Samples were also collected and analyzed for 
organic and inorganic constituents from shallow borings at depths of 2 and 10 
feet in the area. It a source which contributes ongoing contamination existed 
at this unit the data from the 1990 sampling effort would likely indicate 
constituents with elevated concentration* in those samples collected at the 10 
foot level. 

The d-t* inrlir;r?n concentrations of lead and zinc collected at the 2 foot level _..-_---_ 
in the immediate vicinity of the Paint Shop Ditch do not show significant 
increase* from those collected at the 10 foot level at the *ame location (see 
attached table). Sample location PSD904M/PSD1004M where disposal is known to 
have occurred and where increased concentrations of Lead and Zinc were found at 
2 feet (Pb-75.7 mg/kg, Zn-491 mg/kg) show much decreased concentrations at 10 
feet (Pb-9.00 mg/kg, Zn-83.30 mgikgi. Tine borehoie was drilled to a depth of 4? 
feet down to basalt and samples were collected at 2, 10, 25 and 47 feet. The 
data do not indicate the presence of lead, mercury, chromium or zinc at 
concentrations above the background values as recommended in the Track 1 
guidance'2. 

VOCs were not detected in this sampling effort indicating a source for these 
constituents does no exist. The open disposal of 10,400 liters of paint 
thinners and solvents presents little potential for contaminant migration 
because of the low persistence due to volatilization of these materials. The 
fact that the waste was disposed of in small increment* in the dry arid climate 
of the INEL further decreased the iikeiihood of downward movrment of VW*. 

How reliable is/are the information source/s? X High _ Med _ Low tshe& onei 
Explain the reasoning behind this evaluation. 

The sampling plan required the collection of representative samples. 

s*oc* 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? X Yes _ No ~she<k one, 
If soI describe the confirmation. 

The data was confirmed by validation. 

uos* ‘ Sources of Information: (check appropriacP box/es h number source/s) 

Ai-IecaOIlal ---r---- -~~~~ 
":-'--'x+1 prscess data 

Q.R. cdaca 
Safety anaiysis raporc 

process data 
lotagraphs I ; 

D&D reparc __ Initial assessment I ; 
Well Llaca 

:ing drawings [ 1 Conscruccion data I)-- 
Occurrence Report1 I CloEYre Plan [XI z 

~LUIYLICLL~ documents 
Facility SOPS t ; 
OTHER !:<I 1,7,12 



BLock 1: A source is a physically identifiable Location causing ongoing conraminacian. for example, a perched 
water zone with tritium is a source since the tritiux can be transported through the ubsurface to the 
groundwater. A rubble pile with Loose asbestos building mareriais is a source since the asbesws may 
be carried by the wind; however, a rubble piLe that had a volatiie organic spiil may or may nac contain 
a source. If the time since the spilt is sufficient for the entire volume of the conraminant ro 
volatilize, then there is no source. If the entire volwe may nor have volatilized, then the material 
or soil in the rubble pile contaminared by the organic substance is a source, and the rubble piLe is 
an artifact. 

BLock 2: Consider The informarion sources that were used to identify the waste generation process locations and 
evaluate your sense of their credibility. Do you feei confident char The information is correct? Are 
you really unsure about the merits of the source? Are rhere so many independent sources of information 
that, even though any one of them may nor be really convincing, together they are believabie? Once an 
evaluarion has been made (high, medi~an or Lou), carefully explain the reasoning chat led to rhe 
evaluation. 

Block 3: Are there severai independent sources of information that support the same conclusion? If so, describe 
them. 

Block 4: Check each appropriate box. AS a box is checked, write the number of the source reference on the 
associated iine. (Be sure to iist aii references in the iiCFEEEiriES section. i This section is designed 
to serve as a "saniry check" for gLock.2. if there are seven differen? sour:?s of information a(i 
indicating the same findings, then the reiiabiliry shouLd be 'high' unless there are cuaiifying 
circwnsrances. Seven different sources suppwting severaL different conclusions probably indicares iou 
reliability, unless there are other, overriding facrors. Only one source of information could offer 
high reliability, depending on rhar source. NO forrmia exists for evaluating confidence in this 
_.._ I:__-:.._ ___,.._i_ yY"'L'L'"E ""\""a, so iliCf"ii.f asnrijie ihe souiccs indiiared in Bi9.A 4 *ii,\ iespeii io ihE 
assessment of BLock 2. Re-evaiuare the reiiabiiity assessment ai BLock 2 if necessary. 



l 



PAINT SHOP DITCH 
SAKOLSS COLLECTFD "'EAP. SVRFACE "'" AT DEPTB 

DURING 1990 SAMPLING ACTIVITY 

Location 

Rnrohol e - _ _ . _ - - . 
South of 
Driveway 

Sample Depth Lead MWXU?Zy Chromium Zinc 
B (ft) w/kg v/kg w/kg w/kg 

PSDOXM 2 10.0 0.03 27.80 53.60 

PSDOGM 10 7.7 0.02 20.30 42.80 

PSDO-M 25 9.9 0.03 27.10 56.80 

PSDOmM 47 13.9 0.03 32.60 68.30 
basalt 

Ditch 
North of 
Driveway 

PSDOgM 2 75.7 0.06 35.80 491 

PSDWM 10 9.0 0.06 33.70 83.30 



c*ge 25 

Question 5. Does site operating or disposal historical information allow 
estimation of the pattern of potential contamination? If the 
pattern is expected to be a scattering of hot spots, what is the 
______&__1 -1..1-__- _i_^ ^C -:-..:F:^-..e rAprcLru 1111111111u11 >L&C "L a aLg"LLLLaLLL hot spct? 

BIOCk 1 Answer: 

Historical information indicates that paint waste disposal occurred in the ditch 
near the driveway to TP.A-662. 

The method of disposal indicates that a contaminated hot spot would have been 
located in the ditch on the north and south sides of the driveway'. Paint 
agglomerates were observed at in this area in 1987 during sampling activities‘ 
even though it is recognized that they may have been dispersed diirirrg 
construction activities. Also, a hot spot was detected in 1990 (see attached 
map) where elevated levels of lead and zinc were found in samples collected from 
the ditch on the north side of the driveway. 

HOW reliable is/are the information source/s? X High _ Med _ Low (chP=ir one! 
Explain the reasoning behind this evaluation. 

The information on the location of disposal is reliable. 

*Lock 1 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? X Yes X No ,ct,act one, 
If so, describe the confirmation. 

The location of disposal was confirmed when paint agglomerates were observed at 
the suspected disposal area in 1987 during sampling activities. 

Historical process data [ I 
Current process data 
Areai photographs ; ; 

Engineering drawings [ 1 ._ 1 Occurrence Report1 1 



IHSTRUCTIONS FOR WESTION 5 page 26 

Ellock 1: Review ail available information about this sire and consider other sites simitar in nature :o 
derermine if it is feasible to esrimate the pattern of potential ccnramination. The infarmaricn in 
this answer will help to assess the overall reiiabiiity vritren in CoL 9. For instance, it a hot spot 
is expected uith a mini- sire that encompasses the entire sire and none of three avaiiabie sampies 
within the area of the site indicares significant contaminarion, then if may be concluded that there 
is probably no contamination requiring action. 

BLock 2: Consider the information sources that were used to identify the wasre generation process Locarions and 
evaluate your sense of neir crwtbtLtry. 00 you ieei confidenr Enal rhe informarion is cwrecxl Are 
you really unsure about the merits of the source? Are there so many independenr sources of information 
chat, even though any one of them may not be reaily convincing, together rhey are believable? Once an 
evaluation has been made (high, medium or iou), carefulLy explain the reasoning Chat Led to the 
evaluation. 

Biock 3: Are there severai independent sources ai information that support ihe sarre conciusron? ii so, deiiribr 
them. 

SLack 4: Check each appropriate box. AS a box is checked, write the number of the source reference on the 
assaciarec Line. (Be sure ia list all references in the REFERENCES section.) This section is designed 
to EWVB as a "sanity check" for BLock 2. If there are seven different swrce~ of information all 

AZ--. rrdrcairng ihe *me flnu,rlrr, i>,en ihe iEiiabi[iiY sp,ou:d be !*yg'! iin(e;s i,+iii a;e qua!(+yi,Tg 
circunstances. Seven different spumes supperring rehrai different conciusions probabiy indicaies Lc- 
reliabiiiry, unless there are orher, overriding facrors. Only one sowce of iniormation could offer 
high reiiabiiiry, depending on that source. HO formuia exisrs for evaluating confidence in rhis 
qualirarive analysis, so carefully anaiyze the sources indicared in BLack L vith respect to rhe 
assessmnr of BLoci: 2. Re-evaiuate rhe reiiabiiity as*e**menf of BLock 2 if necessary. 



a l 

Sidewalk 

Whitefish Avenue 

Paint agglomerates observedin>; 
this, location during 1987 sampling 
acbily 

Asphalt paved 
open ar’ea 

1 

TRA 653 

T910532 

Map of hot spots at the paint shop ditch, TRA.-02 



I Question 6. Estimate the length, width, and depth of the contaminated region. 
What is the known or estimated volume of the source? If this is an 
estimated volume, explain carefulIy how the estimate was derived. 

I 

The contaminated area was originally estmated in the Initial Assessment to be an 
area 0.61 m (2 ft) wide by 7.6 m (25 ft) in 1 _ .ength and 0.6 m (2 ftl in depth'. 
Later soil disturbances of the site during 19'/> and i987 caused dispersion of 
constituents to an estimated volume of soil of 259 II? (see attached drawing and 
calculations). 

The known or estimated volume of the source is 420 liters/year of paint wastes 
.^?a discharged', (estimate taken from the Initial Assessment). The estimate was 
based on the assumption that a total of 10,500 liters of paint wastes 
containting 36 lbs of lead were discharged to the ground over the 25 year period 
of paint shop operation at this location. This number was generated by assuming 
that the volume of material used during 1986 represented an average volume used 
during the other years of paint shop operation'. The amount of solidified paint 
residue left in the ditch was decreased since dried paintisoii aggiomerates were 
removed by an estimated 8 to 10 lbs twice per year (16-20 lbs/yr)*. 

How reliable is/are the information source/s? -High X Med -Low isheslio~i - 
Expl=ir? the reasoning behind this evaluation. 

The information related to estimates of volume are give a medium reliability 
since they are based on conversations with individuals associated with the paint 
shop operation rather than actual records. The volumes may be less than these 
estimates indicate since sampling data indicate nondetections for VOCs. 

I 
BlOSk 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? X Yes _ No tshect one, 
If so, describe the confirmation. 

The fact that disposal has occurred has been confirmed by sampling data. The I 
actual volumes have not been confirmed. 

slosr 4 Sources of Information: (check appropriate box/es & number source/s> 

NO available i~forzsaticn ! 1 
Anecdotal [Xl 4 
His:orical process data [ 1 
Current process data c 1 
Area.1 photographs 
Engineering drawings t ! 
unusual occurence Report [ 1 
Summary documents 
Facility SOPS 
OTHER ix! 1.8.9 



Black 1: ALthough the estimate may be decidedly rough, it is necessary to provide some estimate of the Lengrh, 
width, and depth of the affected resion and the votune of the source. If there does not appear to be 
a source, then the obvious estimate nut be 0 cubic mefers. A very precise expLanatian of HOU the 
volme MS calculated is essential if an estimate was used. 

Block 2: Consider the information sources that were used to identify the waste generation process locations and 
evaluate your sense of their credibiLity. Do you feel confident that the information is correct? Are 
you really unsure about the merits of the source? Are there so many independenr sources oi information 
chat, even though any one of them may not be really convincing, rogerher they are believable? Once an 
evaluarion has been made (high, medium or Lou), carefully explain rhe reasoning rhar Led IO the 
evaluation. 

BLock 3: Are there several independent sources of information that support the same conclusion? If so, describe 
them. 

BLock 4: Check each appropriate box. As a box is checked, write the number of the source reference on the 
associated Line. (Be sure 10 List all references in the REFERENCES section.) This section is designed 
to serve as a "sanity check" for Block 2. If there are seven different sources of information all 
indicating the same findings, then the reliability should be 'high, unless there are qualifying 
circasrances. Sevendifferent sources supporting several different conclusions probably indicates iou 
rellabiiity. ""Less there are other, averridin$ factors. Only one source of information co"Ld offer 
high reliability, depending on :nai source. NO formula exists for evaiuaring confidence in this 
qualirarive analysis, so carefuLLy analyze rhe sources indicated in BLack 4 with respecr To the 
assessment of BLock 2. Re-evaiuare the reliabiiiry assessment of 3Lack 2 if necessary. 



AT THE 
?AINT SHOP DITCH TRA-02 

. Side slopes of the trench - 1:l. 

. Bottom width - 0.6 meter (2 ft). 

e Depth cf trench - 2.8 .x-eters (9 _---, Faa+ 1 

. Estimated length of the trench - 15.3 meters (50 ft). 

Volume II = (Sm x 2.8m x S.lm) 

= 113 In' 

* Side slopes of the trench - Vertical, assume shoring for repair 

. Bottom width of the trench - 5 meter (16.4 ft). 

. Depth of trench - 2.8 meters (9 feet). 

. Estimated length of trench - 8.1 m (26.5 ft). 

Total Volume = Volume I + Volume II 

= 146 n? + 113 m' 

= 259 In' 

i This is aii srtimate of the tots.1 "A. .IIaisilaL ."..ic.. nca.z ^F --c^-: -1 .~.L.I ̂ L .~.~ - 
disturbed and may contain solidified paint residue. 
Cleanup of this site would likely involve a greater volume 
of soil to insure complete removal of all constituents. 

volume of S&for Remediation: 

Assuming the extent of excavation for remediation would be 2 meters 
beyond the original construction excavations to insure full removal of 
all paint/soil agglomerates. volume I;would be (10m x 19m x 2.8m) or 532 
m' . Volume II would be (7m x Sm x 2.8m) or 98m'. The total Volume would 
bs 630 iiJ. 



Whitefish Ave 

JZ-- - 

I 

36.5 h 
(11.1 m) i 

/- 

Paint shop ditch TRA 662 

/ ( . . . . . . ,. . : . . . i . . . . . ..: ..;, : . . . . 
YJ 

. ,;. .;I 0.‘. ..; 1:i It Waterline 
,:, . .y.; .:. . i.’ 

. 
‘:: . . 

I I 
- 

9 f1(2.8 m) _ 

t 
36.6 fl 

20 n 
111 1 In, L ... ...I 

I (6.1 m) 

Driveway 
TRA 662 

TQI 0526 

Excavations at the paint shop ditch - TRA 02 



I Question 7. What is the known or estimated quantity of hazardous 
substance/constituent at this source? If the quantity is an 
estimate, explain carefully how the estimate was derived. 

I 

The known or estimated quantity of additional hazardous substance is near zero. 

The volume of hazardous substance disposed of at the unit was originally 
estimated in the Initial Assessment as 10,500 liters' (520 liters/year, avg) of 
mineral spirits, xylene, toluene and acetone. Analysis of analytical data for 
samples collected in 19903 indicate nondetections for these constituents. 

The estimated amount of lead in this volume is 16.3 kg (36 lbs)','. This amount 
is conservative since it has not take into account removal of paint agglomerates 
by paint shop personnel during the period of paint shop operation. If the full 
amount of 36 lbs was actually disposed of and remained at the unit the 
concentration of lead in the soil would have increased by 32.4 mg/kg (see 
attached calculations). If a similar conservative assumption is made for zinc, 
chromium and mercury (16.3 kg or 36 lbs) the increased concentrations of these 
constituents would be the same. The analyitcal data' indicate these amoumts of 
constituents could not have been deposited at the Paint Shop Ditch. 

How reliable is/are the information source/s? & High _ Med _ Low i~heclr on-8 
Explain the reasoning behind this evaluation. 

The fact that the known quantity of hazardous constituents at this unit is near 
zero is confirmed by the 1990 analytical data'. Calculations using a 
conservative estimate of the amount of materials disposed of at the unit also 
confirm this fact. 

I 
Block 1 :ias this INFORMATION been confirmed? & Yes _ No ,chcs* ones 
If so, describe the confirmation. 

The sampling data was confirmed by validation. 

LILOSk ‘ Sources of Information: (check appropriate boX,eP h number source/si 

No available information [ 1 
Malycicai data [XI L 
Docmencocion abQuC data c 1 

Anecdotal 
Histsrical process data i i 

DiSpOPaI data .- 
Q.A. data ti- 
Safety ar.aiy*is report - 

Current process data x&D report Ii- 
Area1 photographs 1; 

ItLiClEii OsnssSmenC [X1 4 
wail data 

Engineering drawings ccion dam I ;- 
Unusuai Occurrence Reporti j LLloPYre Plan. 1990 LX1 2 
Summary documents 
Facility SOPS 
OTHER 6 



lNSTR”CTlONS FOR WES,,OH 7 page 30 

Slack 1: Although the estimate may be decidedly rough, it is necessary to provide some estimare of the quantity 
of hazardous substance/constituent at this source. if there is no sowcc. then the answer to this 
question should be 0. (Caution: If there does not appear to be any contaminant present, then the 
obvious estimate nust be 0, but it is unlikely that a source containing this contaminant exisrs virhour 
saw quantity of hazardous substance present.1 A very precise expianarion of HOW rhe quantity was 
calculated is essenrial if an estimate is used. 

Stock 2: Consider the information sources that were used TO identify the waste generation process locations and 
evaluate your sense oi their credibility. 00 you feel confident that :he information is correct? ~.pe 
you really unsure about the MritS of the source. f Are there so many independenr sources of informacian 
that, even though any one of them may not be really convincing, iogether they are believabie? Once an 
evaluarion has been made (high, medium or Law), carefully explain the reasoning that Led to rhe 
evaluation. 

Stock 3: Are there several ir&peKient sources of information that support the same cancLusion? If so, describe 
them. 

SLock 4: Check each appropriate box. As a box is checked, wife the number of the source reference on the 
associated line. (Se sure to List all references in the REFERENCES section.) This section is designed 
to serve as a "saniry check" for Stock 2. If there are seven different sources oi information ail 
indicating the *ame findings, the" the rellabitity sho",d be 'big"' un,es* there are quai1rv;ng 
circuztances. Seven different swrces suppwring several different conclusions prababiy indicates .ov 
relinziiity, uniesr there me ocher, overriding facrors. Only one source of information could oiier 
high -eLiability, depending on fhai source. NO formula exists for evaluating coniidence in this 
qualirative analysis, so carefuLly analyze the sources indicated in Stock 4 virh respect to the 
assesswent of Stock 2. Re-evaluare rhe retiabiliry assessment of SLock 2 if necessary. 



Question 7 

ESTIMATED SOIL CONCENTRATIONS OF LEAD IN SOIL 
AT THE 

PAINT SHOP DITCH TM-02 

be made using disposal estimates provided in the Initial Assessment. 

Assumotions: 

The estimated amount of lead discharged to the ditch is 16.3 kg (36 lbs). 
This amount was derived by assuming 5 % paint residue in the thinners 
with a lead content of 3 % by weight'. 

The solidified paint wastes were dispersed throughout the soil by 
construction activities. The total volume of soil is 259 m' as previously 
ea:eu:ated for _.^^ii__ 6, yus>cI"L1 The &l?& deiisity of similar all.d."Tial 
materials at TP.A was determined in 1990* to be 1.94 g/cc' (1,940 kg/m'). 

Soil Concentration = 16.3 kg / ( 259 n? x 1,940 kg/m') 

= 3.00E-05 kg/kg or 32.4 mg/kg 

This value represents the average increase in the lead concentrations in 
the soil at the Paint Shop Ditch. It does not account for removal of 
--II~~CI-~ --I-,. -__:_l__- I___ -_1_.. _L__- -_-_--__1 _I__-i-_ *I_- _^_i^_l ^C S"l_lc.lLli~U ps.i,rc .Ltz5LU"t2 "y paI‘lL a“"p ~'CLJ"L"LCL UUL'L'y LI1S pSLLVU "L 
paint shop operation. 



I Question 8. Is there evidence that this hazardous substance/constituent is 
present at the source as it exists today? If so, describe the 
evidence; I 

I I 

Block 1 Answer: 

There is no evidence that hazardous constituents are present in elevated 
concentrations which will cause adverse effect on human health and the 
environment. 

Data from samples collected in 1990 indicate that increased lead, mercury, 
chromium and zinc concentrations in the soil are near zero as a result of 
rli "..,..^*, uI.?y"~uI at the paizt shcp. 

VOCs were not detected in soil samples. 

PCB concentrations of aroclor 1254 are slightly above the qualitative risk 
values established for this investigation in accordance with the Track 1 
guidance. However, the average PCS concentrations (aroclor 1254 - 0.059 mg/kg, 
aroclor 1260 - 0.017 mg/kg) are well below the national regulatory cleanup level 
of 10 mg/kg (40 CFR 671). The maximum PCB concentration of 0.18 mg/kg is also 
well below this cleanup level. The attached table summarizes the organic data 
taken from the 1987 effort. 

Thallium concentrations are above the qualitative risk values, however, thallium 
detections are considered false positives. Results shown as exceeding the 
method detection limit for thallium were analyzed using analytical methods 
differing from those used to analyze background samples for the 1990 
investigatior?. These background samples were analyzed using furnace AA 
spectroscopy (EPA method 7041) and the thallium results were obtained from ICP 
AA spectroscopy (EPA method 6010). The background concentration established for 
the 1990 investigation is 0.,79 mg/kg and should be used since there is no reason 
to suspect thallium in the waste disposed at the Paint shqp Ditch. 

^.-~~--~z~~-. I._ .~~.~ ~~~.~ L...L 1 -..- -..- -L-..- -.-lIL-LI..- ..1-1. P.? _._ _ --^.._ ..^ ^- 
c‘,L”‘,,~uI,,-“I c”II~el,CL.aLI”‘Is CLLr a”““~ yualrco.LL”r slurs f”L thr yLVUIIdwSLtSL 

pathway. All other pathways for Chromium-VI are levels of concern. 
Chromium-VI is not associated with wastes disposed at the Paint Shop Ditch but 
was used as a conservative measure in qualitatively assessing risk. 

The 1990 data did not show evidence of a source. Contaminants associated with 
paint wastes such as VOCs and metals were not detected or the detections are 
below levels which pose a threat to human health. 

I I 
Block 2 
HOW reliable is/are the information source/s?X High -Med ___ Low ~&&one) 
Explain the reasoning behind this evaluation. 

Sample data has a high level of reliability. 

I I 

I 
Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? X Yes _ No ,cheok one, 
If so, describe the confirmation. 

I 
Analytical data was validated. 



Blcck 4 Sources of Information: (check appropriate box/es h number source/r1 

No available information 
Anecdotal 
Historical process data 
Current process data 
Area1 photographs 
Engineering drawings 
Unusual Occurrence Report 
SIx!TzL-ry dnalmentr 
Facility SOPS 
OTHER 



iNSiRUCTIONS FOR aL!ESTiON 8 page 32 

Block 1: So far, "one of the questions has specifically required a" analysis of present conditions. ihe 
analysis so far may icdicare the concentration levels of rhe swcific contaminant as a resuit of a 
spill 20 years ago. Those Levels may or may not be relevant today. Does the Lireracure search 
irdicare char the hazardous subsrancelconstituent could be presenr ac the source today? If not, 
account for the disappearance of the contaminant (e.g. volatilization, etc.). 

Block 2: Consider the informaria" sources that were used to identify the wasre generario" process Locations and 
evaluate your sense of their credibiLiry. Do you feel confident that the informaria" is correct? ore 
you reaiLy unsure abauc the merits of the source? Are rhere so many independent sources of informario" 
that, eve" though any one of them may not be really convincing, together chey are believable? once a" 
evaluario" has been made (high, medium or Lou), carefully expiai" the reasoning that ied TO the 
evaluario". 

Block 3: Are There several independenr sources of information that support the same conclusion? If SO, describe 
them. 

BLock 4: Check each appropriate box. AS a box is checked, wire the "umber of the sowce reference a" rhe 
associated Line. (Be sure co list ait references in the REFERENCES section.) This section is designed 
to serve as a "sanity check" for BLock 2. If there are seven differenr sources of information all 
indicating Ihe same findings, the" the reliabikicy should be 'high' unless there are qualiiying 
~ir~msta"~es. Seven different SOUTCBS supporring several diiferenr conclusions probably indicates Low 
reliabiliry. unless there are ocher, overriding iaccors. Only one source of infarmarian ccuid oifer 
high reliability, depending a" that source. NO iormula exisrs for evaluaring coniidence in rhis 
qualitative analysis, so carefully analyze the souxes indicated in BLock 4 virh respect to the 
assessmenf of BLock 2. Re-evaluate rhe reliability assessme"~ of BLock 2 if necessary. 
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CONTAMINANT WORKSHEET 
SITE ID TRA-02., Paint Shop Ditch. 





B Question 1. What are the waste generation process locations and dates of 

% 
operation associated with this site? 

alack I Answer: 

No wastes have been generated by the soil disturbances. However, the soil 
disturbances have had an important impact on the waste generated by the paint 
shop, and so are discussed here. For further information on the paint shop 
activities, see the set of question sheets prepared for that process. 

The paint shop ditch has been excavated on at least four known occasions: in 
1975 for the installation of a water line, water line repair in 1987, in 1987 to 
lay a communications cable, and also in 1987 for sampling purposes. The 1975 
water line was laid parallel to the ditch. The exact location of the 1987 water 
line repair is uncertain, although it is known that a break occurred in the 
water line at a valve just outside of the paint shop. The exact location of the 
trench excavated in I987 for the communication cable is also uncertain. Of the 
two adjoining trenches associated with the 1987 sampling effort, one was 
_.I: ---- L --A ---- 11-1 l ^ et., ,.,i,.+ r!Tr\n Ari~loc.l~u 2nd the second trench Q”JdLrllL dIIU parallel LU L.ilC pa”“L -“1”y “I 4VC”c.J 

intersected the first perpendicularly at the ditch culvert. 

~~~~~ 2 How reliable is/zre the information source/s? -High LMed -LOW CC~BC~ one) 
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

Although the soil disturbances are discussed in the cited references, sources 
for the information are not given, and locations of two of the disturbances are 
not documented any more precisely than just general area. 

~.1aak 2 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? LYes -No (check one) 
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

The information from the 1987 sampling effort is documented in logbooks the 
support the summary report cited as a reference. 

~1.d 4 SOURCES 0F INFORMATION 



3 Ouestion 2. What are the disposal process locations and dates of operation 

iI 
associated with this site? 

I ~~~~~ 1 Answer: 

I 

Not applicable for soil disturbances - for disposal process locations and dates 
of operation associated with paint shop activities, refer to thl e separate set of 
questions completed for that process. 

tl,.^I.# ..rli,k.,,T irl.r.3 the infnrm,+inn cnllrro,$? Hioh MPd ‘ ll”” ICII(1”I~ a2,a,c ,,,, “, a111” ,w,. d”“, --, I ow (check onei _.. =.. _.-- _~~ 
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

~~~~~ 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? -Yes -NO (CimC!c one) 
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 



Question 3. Is there empirical, circumstantial, or other evidence of migration? 
$0 . ..I..* I- <CT If , WllaL 13 lb: 

~laak 1 Answer: 

I 

Not applicable for soil disturbances - for discussion of migration concerns 
associated with paint shop activities, refer to the separate set of questions 
completed for that process. 

I 
I 
[ 

~laak 2 How reliable is/are .the information source/s? -High -Med -LOW (check one) 
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

~laax 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? -Yes -No 

I 
(check or.e, 

IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

9~.ck J SOURCES OF INFORMATION c check appropriate bax,es 6 SoYrce number :rom reference us-=1 

I 
x0 avaiiobie infamac.ion [ j in.iy?.icai ddia i i Anecdoral DOEumenfaz*on about ata 1 1 
aiscxfsol process dam I1 Disposal data 
cu.reent proce*a data Q.A. &=a Ii 
Area1 gmtograpns I i satecy analysis report [ 1 
Enqineeri”g/siFe drawinga [ ] D&D repon [ I 

I 

Unusuai 06c~~~enc~ Report i j T-‘_i.. .-----_-_- I 1 IlilLlSi ~~~~il~lC.1~ 
summary dacuments [ 1 Yell data ; i 
sac:uty SOPS :I Consrr"srion ddr.0. [ 1 
.YmzR 1 I 



i Question 4. Is there evidence that a source exists at this site? If so, list 

1 
the sources and describe the evidence. 

I 

I I Any potential source associated with this site is not related to the soil Any potential source associated with this site is not related to the soil 
disturbance processes, but with activities related to paint shop processes. disturbance processes, but with activities related to paint shop processes. 
These issues are addressed in a separate set of Decision Documentation Package These issues are addressed in a separate set of Decision Documentation Package 
questions. questions. 

I I 
I I I I 
I 
I 
Block 2 How reliable is/are the informaiion sourcejsl -iiigii -!+d -LOW cchecr onei 

EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

Not applicable. 

EWE 1 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? -Yes -No (check one) 
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

I 
Not applicable. 

i Bloc* 4 SOURCES OF INFORMATION ( check appropriate bax,es h OQ”TCB number tram reference us=1 



n, 

I 
Question 5. Does site operating or disposal historical information allow 

octim~tinn nf thn n,++ctrn of potential rnn+>m:n~+:r.n? If the ~4"1111.."1~1. I, I*Iw y\"-' ,, ~vII*"u,II,cA* ,",,i 
pattern is expected to be a scattering of hot spots, what is the 
expected minimum size of a significant hot spot? 

! Although there is no source at this site directly associated with the four known 
soil disturbances, these disturbances have had an important impact on the 
n;i++orn of potential contafiination from the paint shop nrnf-ace r"""-. r. I____. Each time the 
area was excavated, soil was temporarily removed, then backfilled into the 
trenches when work was completed. As a result, potentially contaminated soils 
were mixed and aerated. Since these soils contained solidified paint residues, 
these masses were broken up and randomly distributed, creating a scattering of 
aggiomerates throughout the excavation sites. Kather than one hot spot ioCated 
where paint wastes had been disposed, a much larger area contains randomly 
distributed paint agglomerates of greatly varying sizes. 

~~~~~ 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? CHigh -Med -Low tchec* on=) 
EXPLAIN -..w wr.- ^ .a-.. ^ Ir..v..^ -..w- w.,.. . ..-v^.. ,nc Kcn3uNINL1 D!z"LN" ,"A3 CYAL"AII"r3. 

Information concerning the visual observation of paint agglomerates is contained 
in the 1987 sampling effort documents. With exceptions noted as required, 
standard procedures were followed in the sampling process. 

~~~~~ 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? dyes -No (C.?.xk one) 
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

Laboratory analysis and visual observations confirmed the presence of paint 
agglomerates. The logbooks and other documented procedures for the sampling 
effort also support this informaticc. 



Question 6. Estimate the length, width, and depth of the contaminated region. 
what is the known or estimated volume of the source? 7r " lr rnis is an 
estimated volume, explain carefully how the estimate was derived. 

Not applicable for soil disturbances - for estimate of the potentially 
contaminated region associated with paint shop activities, refer to the separate 

~ set of questions completed for that process. 

BI~=X 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? -High -Med -Low (check one) 
EXPLAIN THE DCIICnuTLIc rnC"ThJlT THIS EVrA.L,Jp.TION. mL,-.u"I.*I." "-.a*,.- 

alos~ 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? -Yes -No (check one, 
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

I 
u 

abck4 SOURCES 0~ INFORMATION 
[ 1 
I i 
[ 1 

li 
[ I 

I i 



Question 7. What is the known or estimated quantity of hazardous 
substancejconstituent at this source? -* " . . IT tne quantity is an 
estimate, explain carefully how the estimate was derived. 

1~~ BhCk 1 Answer: 

Not applicable for soil disturbances - for discussion of the estimated quantity 
of hazardous substance/constituents associated with paint shop activities, refer 
to the separate set of questions completed for that process. 

alOCk z How reliable is/are the information source/s? -High -Med -Low (check one) 
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

I 

z:-~I( 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? -Yes -No (ChecX One) 
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

I 



Question 8. Is there evidence that this hazardous substance/constituent is 
present at the source as it exists today? ii so, describe the 
evidence. 

81CC1 1 Answer: 

Not applicable for soil disturbances - for discussion of hazardous 
slbstance/constituents today associated with paint shop activities, refer to the 
separate set of questions completed for that process. 

Block 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? -High -Med -Low (check one] 
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

Bl0ck 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? -Yes -No (ChecX one, 
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 
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